TABLE 2-27. SITE PERFORMANCE ON MHICM CRITICAL MONITORS

Total Total %OQutliers/ Total Total %0Outliers/

Team Applicable Applicable Team Applicable Applicable
VISN SITE STRUCTURE CLIENT PROCESS OUTCOME Outliers Monitors  Monitors ~ VISN SITE STRUCTURE CLIENT PROCESS OUTCOME Outliers Monitors  Monitors
1 Bedford 0 0 0 1 1 17 5.9% 11  Detroit 0 0 3 0 3 17 17.6%
1 Brockton 3 0 0 0 3 17 17.6% 11 Northern Indiana 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9%
1 Togus 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0% 12 Chicago-West Side 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0%
1 West Haven 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 12 Madison 1 0 0 1 2 17 11.8%
2 Albany 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 12 Milwaukee 2 1 0 1 4 17 23.5%
2 Buffalo 0 1 3 1 5 17 29.4% 12 North Chicago 2 0 1 0 3 17 17.6%
2 Canandaigua 1 0 1 2 4 17 23.5% 12 Tomah 2 0 0 0 2 17 11.8%
2 Syracuse 3 0 0 0 3 17 17.6% 15 St Louis 3 0 3 0 6 17 35.3%
3 Brooklyn 2 0 2 1 5 17 29.4% 15 Topeka 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0%
3 Hudson Valley 0 0 1 1 2 17 11.8% 16  Gulf Coast 0 0 1 0 1 17 5.9%
3 New Jersey 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 16  Houston 3 0 1 0 4 17 23.5%
3 Northport 2 0 1 0 3 17 17.6% 16  Little Rock 0 0 0 1 1 17 5.9%
4 Coatesville 2 0 2 0 4 17 23.5% 16 New Orleans 1 0 1 0 2 17 11.8%
4 Lebanon 3 0 0 0 3 17 17.6% 17  Dallas 1 0 1 0 2 17 11.8%
4 Philadelphia 2 0 1 0 3 17 17.6% 17  San Antonio 1 0 0 1 2 17 11.8%
4 Pittsburgh 1 0 3 0 4 17 23.5% 17 Temple (Waco) 2 0 1 0 3 17 17.6%
5 Baltimore 3 0 0 0 3 17 17.6% 18  Albuquerque 2 0 0 2 4 17 23.5%
5 Martinsburg 2 0 0 1 3 17 17.6% 18  Phoenix 1 1 3 1 6 17 35.3%
5 Perry Point 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 19  Denver 1 0 1 0 2 17 11.8%
5 Washington, DC 0 1 0 2 3 17 17.6% 19  Fort Harrison 3 0 2 1 6 17 35.3%
6 Fayetteville 2 0 1 0 3 17 17.6% 19  Grand Junction 2 0 0 1 3 17 17.6%
6 Hampton 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0% 19  Salt Lake City 0 1 0 1 2 17 11.8%
6 Salem 1 0 2 0 3 17 17.6% 19  Sheridan 2 0 1 2 5 17 29.4%
6 Salisbury 0 0 1 2 3 17 17.6% 19  Southern Colorado 2 1 0 0 3 17 17.6%
7 Atlanta 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0% 20  American Lake 0 0 0 1 1 17 5.9%
7 Augusta 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 20  Boise 1 1 1 0 3 17 17.6%
7 Birmingham 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 20  Portland 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0%
7 Charleston 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 20  Seattle 3 1 1 1 6 17 35.3%
7 Columbia 2 1 2 0 5 17 29.4% 21  Palo Alto 2 0 0 0 2 17 11.8%
7 Tuscaloosa 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 21 San Francisco 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9%
7 Tuskegee 2 0 0 1 3 17 17.6% 22 Greater Los Angeles 1 0 0 2 3 17 17.6%
8 Gainesville 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0% 22 Long Beach 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9%
8 Miami 2 1 0 1 4 17 23.5% 22 San Diego 2 0 0 0 2 17 11.8%
8 Tampa 2 1 1 1 5 17 29.4% 23 lowa City 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0%
8 West Palm Beach 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9% 23 Knoxville 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0%
10  Akron 2 0 1 3 6 17 35.3% 23 Minneapolis 0 0 1 1 2 17 11.8%
10  Chillicothe 0 0 0 0 0 17 0.0% 23 Omaha 1 0 0 0 1 17 5.9%
10  Cincinnati 1 1 1 0 3 17 17.6% 23 StCloud 2 0 1 0 3 17 17.6%
10 Cleveland 0 0 2 0 2 17 11.8% OUTLIER SITES(N) 60 13 36 30 74 1428 14.4%
10  Columbus 2 0 0 1 3 17 17.6% OUTLIER SITES(%) 71.4% 15.5% 42.9% 35.7% 88.1%
10 Dayton 1 1 0 1 3 17 17.6% OUTLIER TOTAL 100 13 53 39 205
10 Mansfield 1 0 1 0 2 17 11.8% TOTAL MONITORS 420 252 420 336 1428 1428
10 Youngstown 0 0 1 0 ! 17 5.9% % OUTLIERS/TOTAL 238%  52%  12.6% 116%  14.4%
I Ann Arbor ! 0 0 ° : v > %% OUTLIER MEAN 119 015 063 046 244 17 14.4%
11  Battle Creek 0 0 2 1 3 17 17.6% ' : ' : : '
11  Danville 2 0 1 2 5 17 29.4% 95



TABLE 2-28. OUTLIERS FOR TEAM STRUCTURE MONITORS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VISN SITE FTE UNASSIGNED CASELOAD SIZE TEAM SIZE TOTAL # APPLICABLE % OUTLIERS/

UNFILLED MEDICAL MEAN RATIO OF #FULL-TIME TEAM TEAM APPLICABLE

MORE THAN SUPPORT CLIENTS PER CLINICAL STRUCTURE STRUCTURE STRUCTURE

Outlier Direction 6 MONTHS MD and/or RN  CLINICAL FTEE STAFF OUTLIERS MONITORS MONITORS

(Y) (N) (LT 7 or GT 15) (4.0+ FTEE) (1+2+3+4) (1+2+3+4) (5/6)
1 Bedford 0 5 0%
1 Brockton [N] [ N] | 18.29 | 3 5 60%
1  Togus 0 5 0%
1 West Haven 1 5 20%
2 Albany 3.75 1 5 20%
2 Buffalo 0 5 0%
2 Canandaigua | N | 1 5 20%
2 Syracuse [ Y | | 16.67 | 3.00 3 5 60%
3 Brooklyn | N | 3.90 2 5 40%
3 Hudson Valley 0 5 0%
3 New Jersey N 1 5 20%
3 Northport Y N 2 5 40%
4 Coatesville Y 15.54 2 5 40%
4 Lebanon N 5.71 3.50 3 5 60%
4 Philadelphia N 2.75 2 5 40%
4 Pittsburgh 15.60 1 5 20%
5  Baltimore | Y I 6.86 3.50 3 5 60%
5  Martinsburg [ N ] 3.50 2 5 40%
5  Perry Point | Y | 1 5 20%
5  Washington, DC 0 5 0%
6  Fayetteville 3.50 2 5 40%
6 Hampton 0 5 0%
6 Salem 1.50 1 5 20%
6  Salisbury 0 5 0%
7  Atlanta 0 5 0%
7 Augusta 1 5 20%
7  Birmingham 3.50 1 5 20%
7 Charleston 3.50 1 5 20%
7 Columbia | N | 3.50 2 5 40%
7  Tuscaloosa Y 1 5 20%
7 Tuskegee Y [ N ] 2 5 40%
8 Gainesville 0 5 0%
8  Miami 22.86 [ 350 ] 2 5 40%
8  Tampa 6.77 2 5 40%
8  West Palm Beach 3.00 1 5 20%
10 Akron 3.50 2 5 40%
10  Chillicothe 0 5 0%
10  Cincinnati 1 5 20%
10 Cleveland 0 5 0%
10 Columbus N 3.33 2 5 40%
10 Dayton N 1 5 20%
10 Mansfield | Y | 1 5 20%
10 Youngstown 0 5 0%
11 Ann Arbor 3.50 1 5 20%
11 Battle Creek 0 5 0%
11 Danville 3.50 2 5 40%
11  Detroit 0 5 0%
11 Northern Indiana 1 5 20%
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VISN SITE FTE UNASSIGNED CASELOAD SIZE TEAM SIZE TOTAL # APPLICABLE % OUTLIERS/
UNFILLED MEDICAL MEAN RATIO OF #FULL-TIME TEAM TEAM APPLICABLE
MORE THAN SUPPORT CLIENTSPER  CLINICAL  STRUCTURE STRUCTURE STRUCTURE
Outlier Direction 6 MONTHS MD and/or RN  CLINICAL FTEE STAFF OUTLIERS MONITORS MONITORS
(Y) (N) (LT 7 or GT 15) (4.0+ FTEE) (14+2+3+4) (L+2+3+4) (5/6)
12 Chicago-West Side 0 5 0%
12 Madison 3.30 1 5 20%
12 Milwaukee 17.33 3.00 2 5 40%
12 North Chicago 15.85 2 5 40%
12 Tomah 18.67 2.25 2 5 40%
15 St. Louis 16.86 350 3 5 60%
15 Topeka 0 5 0%
16  Gulf Coast 0 5 0%
16  Houston [ 15.71 | [ 350 ] 3 5 60%
16  Little Rock 0 5 0%
16  New Orleans 3.50 1 5 20%
17 Dallas 1 5 20%
17  San Antonio 3.00 1 5 20%
17 Temple (Waco) N | [N ] 2 5 40%
18  Albuquerque N | 16.19 | 2 5 40%
18 Phoenix N 1 5 20%
19 Denver N 1 5 20%
19  Fort Harrison N | 43.00 | 1.00 3 5 60%
19  Grand Junction N 3.50 2 5 40%
19  Salt Lake City 0 5 0%
19  Sheridan N 1.20 2 5 40%
19  Southern Colorado N | 15.45 | 2 5 40%
20 American Lake 0 5 0%
20 Boise 3.00 1 5 20%
20 Portland 0 5 0%
20 Seattle Y | 17.10 | 3.45 3 5 60%
21 Palo Alto Y 3.00 2 5 40%
21 San Francisco 3.00 1 5 20%
22  Greater Los Angeles 1 5 20%
22 Long Beach 3.50 1 5 20%
22 San Diego [ 17.25 | 2 5 40%
23 lowa City 0 5 0%
23 Knoxville 0 5 0%
23 Minneapolis 0 5 0%
23 Omaha 3.50 1 5 20%
23 St.Cloud | Y | 2.50 2 5 40%
OUTLIER SITES (N) 17 27 2 19 35 60 420 24%
OUTLIER SITES (%) 20.2% 32.1%  2.4% 22.6% 41.7% 71.4% 100%
OUTLIER TOTAL 100 420 24%

Outlier: Significant difference (p<0.05) from median site in undesired direction, after adjusting for client differences and time in program.
[Team structure monitors are presented in Report Tables 2-5 (p.35) and 2-6(36).]
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TABLE 2-29. OUTLIERS FOR CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS MONITORS

VISN

Outlier Direction

1
PERCENT OF
CLIENTS WITH
GTE 30 DAYS
HOSP. YR PRE

(LT 50%)

2
PERCENT OF
CLIENTS WITH

PSYCHOTIC DX

AT ENTRY.
(LT 50%)

3
MEAN GAF
AT ENTRY
EXCEEDS
50
(GT 50)

4
Total
Client

Outliers Characteristic

(1+2+3)

5
# Applicable
Client

Monitors
(1+2+3)

6
% Outliers/
Applicable
Client
Monitors
(415)
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1 2 3 4 5 6

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF MEAN GAF Total # Applicable % Outliers/
CLIENTS WITH CLIENTS WITH AT ENTRY Client Client Applicable
GTE 30 DAYS PSYCHOTIC DX EXCEEDS Outliers Characteristic Client
HOSP. YR PRE AT ENTRY. 50 Monitors Monitors
VISN Outlier Direction (LT 50%0) (LT 50%) (GT 50) (1+2+3) (1+2+3) (4/5)
12 Milwaukee [ 245 1 33%
12 North Chicago 0%
12 Tomah 0%
15 St. Louis 0%
15 Topeka 0%
16 Gulf Coast 0%
16 Houston 0%

16 Little Rock

16 New Orleans
17 Dallas

17 San Antonio
17 Temple (Waco)
18 Albuquerque
18 Phoenix

19 Denver

19 Fort Harrison
19 Grand Junction

19 Salt Lake City

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
33%
0%
0%
0%
33%
0%
33%
0%
33%
0%
33%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

19 Sheridan

19 Southern Colorado

20 American Lake

20 Boise

20 Portland

20 Seattle 28.3

21 Palo Alto

21 San Francisco

22 Greater Los Angeles

22 Long Beach

22 San Diego

23 lowa City

23 Knoxville

23 Minneapolis

23 Omaha

23 St.Cloud 0%
OUTLIER SITES (N) 12 0 1 252 5%
OUTLIER SITES (%) 14.3% 0.0% 1.2% 15.5% 100%

OUTLIER TOTAL 13 252 5%
[Client monitors are presented in Report Tables 2-10 and 2-11.]
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TABLE 2-30. OUTLIERS FOR CLINICAL PROCESS MONITORS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
VISN SITE Tenure Intensity Location Frequency = Team Total # Applicable % Outliers/
% Clients % Clients % Clients # Adjusted  Provides Clinical  Clinical Applicable
Discharged Seen For Seen 60% Or  Face-Face Psychiatric Process  Process Clinical Process
GTE 1 Hour More In Contacts/WK Rehabilit'n Outliers  Outliers Monitors

Outlier Direction Per Week ~ Community NVeteran  Services (1+2+3+4+5) (1+2+3+4+5) (6/7)
(>2000) (<IHRANK) (<R006) (SIAWK)_(<2R% VETS)
1  Bedford 0 5 0%
1  Brockton 0 5 0%
1 Togus 0 5 0%
1  West Haven 0 5 0%
2 Albany 0 5 0%
2 Buffalo 23.9% | 446] 0.85 3 5 60%
2 Canandaigua 21.0% 1 5 20%
2 Syracuse 0 5 0%
3 Brooklyn 0.72 2 5 40%
3 Hudson Valley 1 5 20%
3 New Jersey 0 5 0%
3 Northport 20.2% 1 5 20%
4 Coatesville 20.2% 20.3 2 5 40%
4 Lebanon 0 5 0%
4 Philadelphia 20.0 1 5 20%
4 Pittsburgh 0.77 23.4 3 5 60%
5  Baltimore 0 5 0%
5  Martinsburg 0 5 0%
5  Perry Point 0 5 0%
5  Washington, DC 0 5 0%
6  Fayetteville 24.1 1 5 20%
6  Hampton 0 5 0%
6 Salem | 36.8%] | 474] 2 5 40%
6  Salisbury 0.94 1 5 20%
7  Atlanta 0 5 0%
7  Augusta 0 5 0%
7  Birmingham 0 5 0%
7  Charleston 0 5 0%
7 Columbia 0.97 2 5 40%
7  Tuscaloosa 0 5 0%
7  Tuskegee 0 5 0%
8  Gainesville 0 5 0%
8  Miami 0 5 0%
8  Tampa 19.5 1 5 20%
8  West Palm Beach 0 5 0%
10 Akron 1 5 20%
10 Chillicothe 0 5 0%
10 Cincinnati 0.91 1 5 20%
10 Cleveland 245 2 5 40%
10 Columbus 0 5 0%
10 Dayton 0 5 0%
10  Mansfield 1 5 20%
10 Youngstown 1 5 20%
11 Ann Arbor 0 5 0%
11 Battle Creek 20.5% [ 346] 2 5 40%
11 Danville 31.0% 1 5 20%
11 Detroit 0.78 3 5 60%
11 Northern Indiana 0 5 0%
12 Chicago-West Side 0 5 0%

NEPEC July 20, 2006 Final 100 MHICM: 9th National Monitoring Report



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
VISN SITE Tenure Intensity Location Frequency =~ Team Total # Applicable % Outliers/
% Clients % Clients % Clients # Adjusted  Provides Clinical  Clinical Applicable
Discharged Seen For Seen 60% Or  Face-Face Psychiatric Process  Process Clinical Process
GTE 1 Hour More In Contacts/WK Rehabilit'n Outliers  Outliers Monitors
Outlier Direction Per Week  Community IVeteran  Services (1+2+3+4+5) (1+2+3+4+5) (6/7)
(>52006) (<1HR/WK) (<50%) (SUWKY (<25% VETS)

12 Madison

12 Milwaukee

12 North Chicago

12 Tomah

15  St. Louis 0.9 22.2
15 Topeka

16  Gulf Coast
16 Houston

16 Little Rock

16  New Orleans 0.81
17 Dallas

17  San Antonio

17 Temple (Waco)

18 Albuquerque

18  Phoenix 097 105
19 Denver 0.97
19  Fort Harrison 13.6
19 Grand Junction

19 Salt Lake City

19 Sheridan 0.91

19 Southern Colorado

20 American Lake

20 Boise 0.43

20 Portland

20 Seattle 0.97

21 Palo Alto

21  San Francisco

22 Greater Los Angeles

22 Long Beach

22 San Diego

23 lowa City

23 Knoxville

23 Minneapolis

23 Omaha

23 St.Cloud 0.82

0%
0%
20%
0%
60%
0%
20%
20%
0%
20%
20%
0%
20%
0%
60%
20%
40%
0%
0%
20%
0%
0%
20%
0%
20%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
20%
0%
20%
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OUTLIER SITES (N) 11 13 0 16 13 36 420 13%
OUTLIER SITES (%) 13% 15% 0% 19% 15% 43% 100%

OUTLIER TOTAL 53 420 10%
[Clinical process monitors are presented in Report Tables 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, and 2-15.]
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TABLE 2-31. OUTLIERS FOR CLIENT OUTCOME MONITORS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

VISN  SITE 365 Days Reported Observed Quality Total # Applicable % Outliers/

% Change Symptoms  Symptoms of Life Client Client Applicable

MH Days % Change % Change % Change  Outcome Outcome Outcome

(Post-Pre) (BSI) (BPRS) (QOoL) Outliers Monitors Monitors

Outlier Direction (Low) (HIGH) (HIGH) (LOW) (1+2+3+4)  (1+2+3+4) (5/6)

1 Bedford | -40.5%| 1 4 25%
1 Brockton 0 4 0%
1 Togus 0 4 0%
1 West Haven 0 4 0%
2 Albany 0 4 0%
2 Buffalo | -22.4%| 1 4 25%
2 Canandaigua [ 38w [ 58% | 2 4 50%
2 Syracuse 0 4 0%
3 Brooklyn 3.7% 1 4 25%
3 Hudson Valley 3.4% 1 4 25%
3 New Jersey 0 4 0%
3 Northport 0 4 0%
4 Coatesville 0 4 0%
4 Lebanon 0 3 0%
4 Philadelphia 0 3 0%
4 Pittsburgh 0 4 0%
5 Baltimore 0 4 0%
5 Martinsburg 1 4 25%
5 Perry Point 0 4 0%
5 Washington, DC | 57%| | 15.8% | 2 4 50%
6 Fayetteville 0 4 0%
6 Hampton 0 4 0%
6 Salem 0 4 0%
6 Salisbury [ 177%] [ 344% | 2 4 50%
7 Atlanta 0 4 0%
7 Augusta 0 4 0%
7 Birmingham 0 4 0%
7 Charleston 0 4 0%
7 Columbia 0 4 0%
7 Tuscaloosa 0 4 0%
7 Tuskegee 1 4 25%
8 Gainesville 0 4 0%
8 Miami 1 4 25%
8 Tampa 1 4 25%
8 West Palm Beach 0 3 0%
10 Akron | -374%] | 31%] [ 62% | 3 4 75%
10 Chillicothe 0 4 0%
10 Cincinnati 0 4 0%
10 Cleveland 0 4 0%
10 Columbus 1 4 25%
10 Dayton 1 4 25%
10 Mansfield 0 4 0%
10 Youngstown 0 4 0%
11 Ann Arbor 0 4 0%
11 Battle Creek 1 4 25%
11 Danville [ 341%] [ 6.2%] 2 4 50%
11 Detroit 0 4 0%
11 Northern Indiana 0 4 0%
12 Chicago-West Side 0 4 0%
12 Madison | —0.8%| 1 4 25%
12 Milwaukee | 5.2% | 1 4 25%
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
VISN  SITE 365 Days Reported Observed Quality Total # Applicable % Outliers/
% Change Symptoms Symptoms of Life Client Client Applicable
MH Days % Change % Change % Change  Outcome Outcome Outcome
(Post-Pre) (BSI) (BPRS) (QOoL) Outliers Monitors Monitors
Outlier Direction (Low) (HIGH) (HIGH) (Low) (1+2+3+4)  (1+2+3+4) (5/6)
12 North Chicago 0 4 0%
12 Tomah 0 4 0%
15 St. Louis 0 4 0%
15 Topeka 0 4 0%
16 Gulf Coast 0 4 0%
16 Houston 0 4 0%
16 Little Rock 1 4 25%
16 New Orleans 0 4 0%
17 Dallas 0 4 0%
17 San Antonio 1 4 25%
17 Temple (Waco) 0 4 0%
18 Albuguerque -36.7% 2 4 50%
18 Phoenix -47.0% 1 4 25%
19 Denver 0 4 0%
19 Fort Harrison 1 4 25%
19 Grand Junction -38.8% 1 4 25%
19 Salt Lake City -44.8% 1 4 25%
19 Sheridan | 186%] [ 235% | 2 4 50%
19 Southern Colorado 0 4 0%
20 American Lake 1 4 25%
20 Boise 0 4 0%
20 Portland 0 4 0%
20 Seattle 1 4 25%
21 Palo Alto 0 4 0%
21 San Francisco 0 4 0%
22 Greater Los Angeles [ 22%] [ 143% | 2 4 50%
22 Long Beach 0 4 0%
22 San Diego 0 4 0%
23 lowa City 0 4 0%
23 Knoxville 0 4 0%
23 Minneapolis 1 4 25%
23 Omaha 0 4 0%
23 St.Cloud 0 4 0%
OUTLIER SITES (N) 12 10 16 1 30 333 9%
OUTLIER SITES (%) 14.3% 11.9% 19.0% 1.2% 46.4% 99.1% 46.8%
OUTLIER TOTAL 39 333 9%

[Client outcome monitors are presented in Report Tables 2-18a, 2-19, 2-20 and 2-23]

Note: There were two negative outliers for the IADL monitor. GAF and Satisfaction outcome monitors were excluded.
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TABLE 2-32A. OUTLIERS FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS

1 2 3 4 5 6
VISN SITE % OF CLIENTS PERCENT OF CLIENTS  # ADJUSTED CASELOAD % CLIENTS TEAM PROVIDES
WITH PSYCHOTIC WITH GTE 30 DAYS FACE-FACE SIZEPER  SEEN 60% OR  PSYCHIATRIC

DXATENTRY HOSP. PRIORYR CONTACTS/WK/VETERAN CLINICAL FTEE MOREIN  REHABILITATN
L COMMUNITY  SERVICES
Outlier Direction (LT 50%) (LT 50%) (<L/WK) 71TO15:1  (<50%) (<25%)

Bedford

Brockton 18.3

Togus

West Haven

Albany

Buffalo [ 33.9 | | 0.85 |

Canandaigua

Syracuse 16.7

Brooklyn 0.72

Hudson Valley

New Jersey

Northport

Coatesville 15.5 20.3
Lebanon 5.7
Philadelphia 20.0
Pittsburgh [ 0.77 | 15.6 23.4
Baltimore 6.9
Martinsburg

Perry Point

Washington, DC 45.2

Fayetteville 24.1
Hampton

Salem

Salisbury 0.94

Atlanta

Augusta

Birmingham

Charleston

Columbia [ 35.4 | | 0.97 | 3.1
Tuscaloosa

Tuskegee

Gainesville

Miami 28.6 22.9
Tampa 6.8 19.5
West Palm Beach

Akron

Chillicothe

Cincinnati [ 472 | | 0.91 | | 15.8 |

Cleveland 24.5
Columbus

Dayton 29.3

Mansfield 8.7
Youngstown
Ann Arbor
Battle Creek
Danville
Detroit 0.78 5.1
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VISN SITE

Outlier Direction

1

DX AT ENTRY

% OF CLIENTS PERCENT OF CLIENTS
WITH PSYCHOTIC WITH GTE 30 DAYS
HOSP. PRIORYR CONTACTS/WK/VETERAN CLINICAL FTEE MORE IN
COMMUNITY
(LT 50%)

2 3 4
# ADJUSTED CASELOAD
FACE-FACE SIZE PER

(LT 50%) (<LIWK) 7:1TO 15:1

5 6

% CLIENTS TEAM PROVIDES
SEEN 60% OR

PSYCHIATRIC
REHABILITAT'N
SERVICES

(<50%) (<25%)

11
12
12
12
12
12
15
15
16
16
16
16
17
17
17
18
18
19
19
19
19
19
19
20
20
20
20
21
21
22
22
22
23
23
23
23
23

Northern Indiana
Chicago-West Side
Madison
Milwaukee
North Chicago
Tomah

St. Louis
Topeka

Gulf Coast
Houston

Little Rock

New Orleans
Dallas

San Antonio
Temple (Waco)
Albuquerque
Phoenix

Denver

Fort Harrison
Grand Junction
Salt Lake City
Sheridan
Southern Colorado
American Lake
Boise

Portland

Seattle

Palo Alto

San Francisco
Greater Los Angeles
Long Beach

San Diego

lowa City
Knoxville
Minneapolis
Omaha

St.Cloud

245 173
15.9
18.7
[ 0.95 | 16.9

[ 0.99 | | 15.7 |

0.81

16.2

[ 44.0 | 0.97
0.97

43.0

43.9

[ 0.91 |
22.5 15.4

[ 42.1 | | 0.43 |

[ 28.3 | | 0.97 | | 17.1 |

17.3

0.82

22.2

10.5

13.6

OUTLIER SITES (N) 0
OUTLIER SITES (%) 0.0%
OUTLIER TOTAL

[Clinical process monitors are presented in Report Tables 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, and 2-15.]

Minimum Program Standards are identified in the MHICM Directive and derived from FY 2001 monitors.
Shaded "outlier" values fall beneath threshold levels for the minimum program standard.
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TABLE 2-32B. OUTLIERS FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS

7 8 9 10 11 12
VISN SITE TENURE TEAM SIZE TOTAL MINIMUM % MINIMUM % MINIMUM  CHANGE MINIMUM
% CLIENTS #FULL-TIME PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM
DISCHARGED CLINICAL STANDARDS STANDARDS STANDARDS STANDARDS
STAFF * OUTLIERS OUTLIERS OUTLIERS OUTLIERS
Outlier Direction (>20%) (4.0+FTEE (Col. 1..8) (Col. 9/8) FY 2001 FY05-FY01
1  Bedford 0 0.0% 12.5% -12.5%
1 Brockton 1 12.5% 25.0% -12.5%
1 Togus 0 0.0% 25.0% -25.0%
1 West Haven 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 Albany 3.75 1 12.5% 37.5% -25.0%
2 Buffalo 23.9% 3 37.5% 50.0% -12.5%
2 Canandaigua 21.0% 1 12.5% 0.0% 12.5%
2 Syracuse 3.00 2 25.0% 50.0% -25.0%
3 Brooklyn | 21.7% | 3.90 3 37.5% 12.5% 25.0%
3 Hudson Valley 0 0.0%
3 New Jersey 0 0.0% 25.0% -25.0%
3 Northport 20.2% 1 12.5%
4 Coatesville 20.2% 3 37.5% 37.5% 0.0%
4 Lebanon 3.50 2 25.0%
4 Philadelphia 2.75 2 25.0%
4 Pittsburgh 3 37.5% 25.0% 12.5%
5 Baltimore 3.50 2 25.0%
5  Martinsburg 3.50 1 12.5%
5  Perry Point 0 0.0% 25.0% -25.0%
5  Washington, DC 1 12.5%
6  Fayetteville 3.50 2 25.0%
6 Hampton 0 0.0%
6  Salem | 368w | | 1.50 | 2 25.0%
6  Salisbury 1 12.5% 37.5% -25.0%
7  Atlanta 0 0.0% 25.0% -25.0%
7  Augusta 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7 Birmingham 3.50 1 12.5%
7  Charleston 3.50 1 12.5%
7 Columbia 3.50 4 50.0%
7  Tuscaloosa 0 0.0%
7  Tuskegee 0 0.0% 50.0% -50.0%
8 Gainesville 0 0.0% 12.5% -12.5%
8  Miami 3.50 3 37.5%
8 Tampa 2 25.0%
8 West Palm Beach 3.00 1 12.5%
10 Akron 3.50 1 12.5%
10 Chillicothe 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
10 Cincinnati 3 37.5% 37.5% 0.0%
10 Cleveland 1 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
10 Columbus 3.33 1 12.5% 37.5% -25.0%
10 Dayton 1 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
10 Mansfield 1 12.5%
10 Youngstown 0 0.0%
11 Ann Arbor 3.50 1 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
11 Battle Creek 20.5% 1 12.5% 0.0% 12.5%
11 Danville 31.0% [ 3.50 | 2 25.0%
11  Detroit 2 25.0% 12.5% 12.5%
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7 8 9 10 11 12
VISN SITE TENURE TEAM SIZE TOTAL MINIMUM % MINIMUM % MINIMUM  CHANGE MINIMUM
% CLIENTS #FULL-TIME PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM
DISCHARGED CLINICAL STANDARDS STANDARDS STANDARDS STANDARDS
STAFF * OUTLIERS OUTLIERS OUTLIERS OUTLIERS

Outlier Direction (>20%) (4.0+FTEE (Col. 1..8) (Col. 9/8) FY 2001 FY05-FY01
11 Northern Indiana 0 0.0%
12 Chicago-West Side 0 0.0%
12 Madison 3.30 1 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
12 Milwaukee 3.00 3 37.5%
12 North Chicago [ 207% | 2 25.0% 12.5% 12.5%
12 Tomah 2.25 2 25.0%
15 St Louis 3.50 4 50.0%
15 Topeka 0 0.0%
16  Gulf Coast | 22.6% | 1 12.5%
16 Houston 3.50 3 37.5% 12.5% 25.0%
16  Little Rock 0 0.0% 12.5% -12.5%
16 New Orleans 3.50 2 25.0%
17 Dallas 0 0.0% 25.0% -25.0%
17  San Antonio 3.00 1 12.5%
17 Temple (Waco) 1 12.5%
18 Albuquerque 1 12.5%
18  Phoenix 4 50.0%
19 Denver 1 12.5% 12.5% 0.0%
19 Fort Harrison 1.00 3 37.5%
19  Grand Junction 3.50 1 12.5% 50.0% -37.5%
19  Salt Lake City 1 12.5% 37.5% -25.0%
19  Sheridan 1.20 2 25.0%
19  Southern Colorado 2 25.0% 50.0% -25.0%
20  American Lake 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
20 Boise 3.00 3 37.5% 12.5% 25.0%
20 Portland 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
20 Seattle 3.45 4 50.0% 12.5% 37.5%
21 Palo Alto 3.00 1 12.5%
21  San Francisco 3.00 1 12.5% 25.0% -12.5%
22 Greater Los Angeles 0 0.0% 37.5% -37.5%
22 Long Beach 3.50 1 12.5%
22 San Diego 1 12.5%
23 lowa City 0 0.0%
23 Knoxville 0 0.0% 12.5% -12.5%
23 Minneapolis 0 0.0% 25.0% -25.0%
23 Omaha 3.50 1 12.5%
23 St.Cloud 2.50 2 25.0%

OUTLIER SITES (N) 11 35 59 16% 22% -8%

OUTLIER SITES (%) 13% 42% 70%

OUTLIER TOTAL 106

* Staffing standard includes clinical case managers providing community-based services.
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Table 2-33. SITE OUTLIER REVIEW SUMMARY

Reason A Reason B Reason C Reason D Reason E
Legitimate Local Policies Implementation Implementation Implementation
Site # of differences not may conflict problems: problems: problems: No Sum of
Outliers  conflict with  with national Correctve action ~ Corrective  corrective action Responses
2005 national goals goals taken action planned planned Reason A-E
VISN  SITE Total # # of A's # of B's #0of C's #0f D's #of E's Total
BEDFORD 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
BROCKTON
TOGUS
WEST HAVEN
ALBANY
BUFFALO
CANANDAIGUA
SYRACUSE
BROOKLYN
HUDSON VALLEY
NEW JERSEY
NORTHPORT
COATESVILLE
LEBANON
PHILADELPHIA
PITTSBURGH
BALTIMORE
MARTINSBURG
PERRY POINT
WASHINGTON, DC
FAYETTEVILLE
HAMPTON
SALEM
SALISBURY
ATLANTA
AUGUSTA
BIRMINGHAM
CHARLESTON
COLUMBIA
TUSCALOOSA
TUSKEGEE
GAINESVILLE
MIAMI
TAMPA
WEST PALM BEACH
10 AKRON
10 CHILLICOTHE
10 CINCINNATI
10 CLEVELAND
10 COLUMBUS
10 DAYTON
10 MANSFIELD
10 YOUNGSTOWN
11 ANN ARBOR
11 BATTLE CREEK
11 DANVILLE
11 DETROIT
11 NORTHERN INDIANA
12 CHICAGO-WEST SIDE
12 MADISON
12 MILWAUKEE
12 NORTH CHICAGO
12 TOMAH
15 ST. LOUIS
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Table 2-33. SITE OUTLIER REVIEW SUMMARY

Site # of differences not may conflict

Reason A
Legitimate

Reason B Reason C Reason D Reason E
Local Policies Implementation Implementation Implementation
problems: problems: problems: No Sum of

Outliers  conflict with  with national Correctve action ~ Corrective  corrective action Responses
2005 national goals goals taken action planned planned Reason A-E
VISN SITE Total # # of A's # of B's #0of C's #0f D's #of E's Total
15 TOPEKA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 GULF COAST 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
16 HOUSTON 4 0 0 4 0 0 4
16 LITTLE ROCK 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
16 NEW ORLEANS 2 2 0 0 0 0 2
17 DALLAS 2 0 0 2 0 0 2
17 SAN ANTONIO 2 0 0 0 1 1 2
17 TEMPLE (WACO) 3 0 0 2 1 0 3
18 ALBUQUERQUE 4 0 0 1 3 0 4
18 PHOENIX 6 5 0 0 1 0 6
19 DENVER 2 1 0 0 1 0 2
19 FORT HARRISON 6 4 0 1 1 0 6
19 GRAND JUNCTION 3 1 2 0 0 0 3
19 SALT LAKE CITY 2 2 0 0 0 0 2
19 SHERIDAN 5 2 1 0 2 0 5
19 SOUTHERN COLORADO 3 0 1 1 1 0 3
20 AMERICAN LAKE 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
20 BOISE 3 3 0 0 0 0 3
20 PORTLAND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20 SEATTLE 6 1 2 0 0 3 6
21 PALO ALTO 2 0 0 2 0 0 2
21 SAN FRANCISCO 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
22 GREATER LOS ANGELES 3 3 0 0 0 0 3
22 LONG BEACH 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
22 SAN DIEGO 2 0 0 1 1 0 2
23 IOWA CITY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 KNOXVILLE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 MINNEAPOLIS 2 0 1 1 0 0 2
23 OMAHA 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
23 ST.CLOUD 3 0 2 1 0 0 3
OUTLIER SITES (N) 84 38 18 37 22 10 74
OUTLIER SITES (%) 100.0% 45.2% 21.4% 44.0% 26.2% 11.9% 100.0%
OUTLIER RESPONSES (N) 205 67 28 60 36 14 205
OUTLIER RESPONSES (%) 100% 32.7% 13.7% 29.3% 17.6% 6.8% 100.0%
Source: MHICM Outlier Review, FY 2004
+ No Outliers
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